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the emphasis and need for greater transparency as we
prepare to ratify the Moscow Treaty. I am pprticularly
concerned about Russian compliance, access tb the most
sensitive sites -- whether biological, chemital, or nuclear
-- and providing for improvements in transpakency.

That the Soviet Union violated its arms contkol obligations
is beyond dﬁspute. What is important now is|that we gain
adequate infiormation to give confidence that|those who
inherited tﬁe Soviet WMD programs are committed to their
security and elimination. While access could;confirm our
assessments of past noncompliance, it is als¢ a necessary
element in Jhe path back into compliance. 1If11 offer

several examples.

Russian Noncompliance with the Biological Weapons
Convention and the Chemical Weapons Convention

s We believg, based on available evidence, that Russia
continues to maintain an offensive biologital weapons
program iﬁ violation of the Biological and} Toxin Weapons
Convention (BWC). ' '

We believj that the Russian Federation has|not divulged
the full extent of their chemical agent and weapon
inventory4 and that the declaration is incomplete with
respect td chemical weapons production, deyelopment
facilitie%vand chemical agent and weapons stockpiles.
Such activities are inconsistent with the Chemical
Weapons Cdnvention (CWC).

As this Committee knows, the Soviet Union had an offensive
biological weapons program in violation of the Biological
and Toxin Weapons Convention. The Soviet program was the
world’s largést and consisted of both military facilities
and civilian|research and development institutes.

were involved in the research, development, ahd production
of biological weapons in the Soviet Union. The annual
production capacity was several thousand tons| of various
agents. In 1992, the Russian government publicly
acknowledged the Soviet program and committed to ending the
former Sovieé biological weapons program. We| knew the
program was massive and that it would be no epsy matter for

In the late %980’3 and early 1990’s, over 60,000 people
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access -- not only to the biological weapons
to chemical |[weapons activities as well.

Focus on Noncompliance with the CWC

In becoming a State Party to the Chemical We
Convention, |[Russia accepted legal obligation
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Ending Russia’s Offensive CW Activities
The United States continues to work clo

Russia in an attempt to resolve our concerns
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The United States and the Russian Federation also hold
periodic bilateral meetings at the expert leyvel, with
political oversight. The last experts’ meeting on
declaration issues was held in February 2002. The primary
topic of discussion during that meeting entafiled our
concerns with the Russian chemical weapons stockpile. In
response to |official U.S. questions about Russia’s '
stockpile declaration, 'Russia provided some additional
information and a proposal for U.S. experts i
documentatign related to its declared CW sto
Consequently, a team of experts visited Mosc
December 2002 to conduct the documentation r
However, the Russian Federation only offered
documents already available to the United St

the Organization for the Prohibition of Chemi

for review
tes through
cal Weapons.

The United States also proposed to Russia that U.S.
experts conduct site visits as part of our plan to resolve
concerns related to the Russian chemical weapons stockpile.
The U.S. prgposal requests a series of shortrnotice ‘visits,
with unimpeded access, to undeclared suspect| Russian
chemical weapons sites. -The United States also provided
detailed pracedures governing how such visits would be
conducted and made clear that such visits were not
regiprocal. | To date Russia has only agreed to site visits
at declared |chemical weapons storage and destruction
facilities. | The United States has made clear our concern
is not with |declared facilities, but with sites that were
not declared under the CWC. Consultations are continuing
on this U.S. proposal. A letter from Senator Lugar to
Foreign Minister Ivanov reinforced our concerns. We
explained the situation to Senator Lugar’s staff and, as a
result, the Senator raised this issue on several occasions
with Foreign Minister Ivanov. I raise this as an example
of how we can work together to use the CTR program, the
reports, and the waiver process to try to bring Russia into
compliance. ' |

Russia is continuing to revise its previous plan for
destroying its stockpile of nerve agents. Omn July 5, 2001,
the Russian |government approved the revised chemical
weapons destiruction plan (Resolution No. 510) that amends
the initial [Russian plan of March 21, 1996, (Resolution No.
305). Russia has provided the United States and the OPCW
numerous details on the planned destruction of its nerve
agent stocks. However, the United States is|continuing to
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Conclusion
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